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REMARiCSyA RCpUMENTS 

Rccxaminalion and reconsideration of this Application, withdrawal of the rejaclions, aad 
foi-mal nohTication of Ihe atllowability of all claims as now presented are earnestly solicited in 
lighl of ttac above claim amendments and remarks that follow. 

Claims 8-9, 16. 1 8. 22-23, 25, and 27 have been cancelled- Claims 1 and 19 have been 
amended ro incorporate the subject matter ofclaims 9 and 23, respectively. Claim 6 haja been 
amended to clarify the claim language thereof. Claims 1 0-1 2 and 24 have been amended to 
change their dependency in light of the cancellation of claim 9 and 23. New claims 3 1 -37 have 
beca added. Support for claim 3 1 can be found iii previous claim 6. Support for claims 32-37 
can be found at page 1 2 ofthe specification. Ba«icd on these araendmcnls, claims 1-7, 1 0-1 5, 17, 
19-21, 24, 26, 28-30, and 3 1-37 arc pending in the present application. Claims 28-30 have been 
withdrawn by the Examiner; however, these claims remain irt the above listing ofclaims pending 
the Examiner's decision on Applicant's traversal ofthe restriction requirement, discussed below. 

Restriction Requirement 

The Examiner previously resulctcd the claims ofthe invention and required election of 
either Groitp T (claims 1 -27) or Group TT (claims 28-30). Iji a telephone conversation with the 
Exanuncr on May 19, 2005, Applicant provisionally elected Grotrp L Applicant hereby affirms 
such election but specifically notes that such aftlrmation Is made with haverse. Tn particular. 
Applicant respectfiiliy submits it would not be an undue burden for the Bxaminer to search and 
examine both groups simultaneously. Accordinj^ly, Applicgnt resiDectfully requests 
reconsideration and withdrawal ofthe restriction requirement. 

Rejections under 35 U,S.C. § 112 

Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. i] 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
use ofthe phi'asc ''such as." Claim 6 has been aiaended to remove the noted phrase, and 
Applicant submits the claim is now in proper form and should no longer be deemed indefinite. 
Accordingly^ Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 
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Claims 16, 18, 25, and 27 stand rejected under 35 U,S,C. §] 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite. The rejected claims have now been cancelltjd. Accoi-dingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits the rejection is obviated. 

Rejection under 35 Lf,S,C, 8101 

Claims 1 6, 1 8, 25. and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, §1 01 as alloficdly claiming a 
process without reciting any process steps. As noted above, the rejected claims have now been 
cancelled. AccoTdinely* Applicant respectfully submits tliis rejection is also obviated. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C, SI 02 

Claims 1 , 3-8, 1 3 J 4, 1 7, 1 9-22, and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,908,687. The Offjce generally argues the '687 patent discloses 
the recited subject matter of the noted claims. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection and 
submits the rejections are not opplicable to the presently amended claims. 

Independent claim 1 , as presently amend^id, recites a heat-sensitive stencil master 
comprising a heat-sensitive polymeiic film having a thiclaiess of less than 10 |im and, coaled 
Ihcireon, a solid foam comprising a cvoss-hnked vesin and a foaming agent. Furthermore, 
independent claim 19, as presently amended, recites a heat-sensitive stencil master comprising a 
heat-sensitive polymeric film and> cooted thereon, a solid porous coating comprising a cross- 
linked resin and having a filler dispei'sed therein^ wherein the fillei" is selected from the group 
consisting of carbon Gbres, carbon particles mid mixtures thereof. 

The '687 patent fails to disclose, either c:cpressly or inherently, a solid foam, or a solid 
porous coating, comprising a cross-linked resin. Further, the '687 provides no suggestion of the 
usefulness of a cross-linked resin in a heat-sensilive stencil master. Accordingly, Applicai^t 
respectfiilly submits the *687 patent fails to disclose or suggest each and every aspect of 
independent claims 1 and 1 9, and the '687 patent. Therefore, the '687 patent can not be viewed 
as anticipating claims I and 19, or ihe presently rejected claims depending therefrom. Applicant, 
therefore, respectfully requests reconsidemiion and withdrawal of the present rejection. 
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Rejection under 35 US.C. 6103 

Claim 2 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. ^1 103(a) as being unpatentable over tbe '687 
patent in view of U.S. Patent No. 4.082,887. Applicant respectfaUy traverses the rejection. 

The Office primarily relies upon the '687 patent in tlie present rejection. Claim 2 
depends from claim I. As previously pointed out, the "687 patent fails to disclose or sugeest 
each and every aspect of claim 1 . Furthermore, the combination of the cited references fai Is to 
cure the previously noted defects of the '687 patent as a reference. As such. Applicant 
respectfully submits claim 2 can not be viewed as obvious over tbe combined references. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully i-equests reconiiideratioa and withdrawal of the present 
rejection. 

Claims 9-1 2 and 23-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the '687 patent in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,260,703. Applicant respectfully traverses this 
rejection. Claim 9 has been cancelled; however, the subject matter thereof has been incoiporated 
into independent claim 1 . Accordingly, the following statements apply to the subject matter of 
claim 9 as Lncor]:ioratBd into claim 1. 

The Omcc argues the *687 patent teaches polyurethane and further argues it is obvious 
that polyurethaite can be cross-linked. Applicani respectfully directs the attention of the Office 
to IVTPEP 2143.01, which states that the mere fact that references eai be combined or modi tied 
does noi lead to obviousness unless the prior art also siiepesta the desirability of the combination. 
Simply because polyurethane, or any other resin taught in the '6B7 patent, is capable of being 
cross-linked does not mean the '687 patent jsijggosts cross-linking any oTtho resins disclosed 
therein. In fact, there is not such suggestion. 

Examples 6A and 6B of the present appli elation (the results of which are shown in Table 4 
of the application) illustrate an increased degree of stiffness possible using the cross-linked resin 
according to the invention tbat has heretofore betm unattainable in the art. While not wishing to 
belabor the point, the entire basis of the present tejectlon, and the combination of the cited 
references, is that it is allegedly obvious that pol;/urethane can be cross-linked. The mere 
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statement tliat pnlyurethanc cnn be Cross-linked is insufficient to show motivation to alter the 
express teachings of the *687 patent, which is a non-cross-linlced reain. Certainly nothing in the 
•687 patent suggests modi fication of any portion thereof that would lead to the improved results 
described above arising firora the use of cross-Jinked resin- 
Applicant fijrther respectfully submits there is no suggestion or motivation in either the 
'687 patent or the *703 patent to combine the tcaiAings thereof, and any such combination can 
only arise fiom the i^se of unpeimissible hipdsight. Nothing can he pointed to in the '687 palept 
as expressly or inlierently disclosing or suggesting the use of cross-linlccd resins. Furthermore, 
nothing can be pointed to in the *703 patent as providing suggestion or motivation to combine 
the teachings thereof with those of the Ti87 patent. 

The '687 patent is directed to heat-sensitive stencils, and tlie '703 patent only provides a 
general disclosure relating to coatings compriainj? urothane-acrylate and radiation-curable 
compositions devised to overcome envirorunenlql problems associated with driving off solvent 
(see column 1, lines 6-32). There is nothing piwdded in the '703 patent that suggests the coating 
disclosed therein would act to improve a foamed resin or a stenciJ master derived thercfromr 
Rather, the only advantage set out in Ihe '703 patent is a reduced detrimental effect on the 
environment. This can not be viewed as providing motivation to combine the references for the 
purpose of allegedly disclosing or suggesting the use of cross-linked resins in preparing a heut- 
sensitivc stencil master Accordingly. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the present rejection. 

Claim 15 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. tjlQ3(a) as being unpatentable over the '687 
patent in view of U.S. Patent 3,804,700. Applicant respect fiilly traverses this rejection. 

The Office primarily relies upon the '687 patent in the present rejection. Claim 1 5 
depends from claim 1 . As previously pointed out, the '687 patent fails to disclose or suggest 
each and every aspect oF claim 1 . Furthermore, Ihe combination of the cited references fails to 
cure the previously noted defects of the '687 patmit as a reference. As such, Applicant 
resiDoctfully submits claim IS con not be viewed as obvious over the combined references. 
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Therefore, Applicant rcspectfuHy requests rcconiaderation and withdrawal of the present 
rejection. 

Tn light of tJie foregoing. Applicants rcspectfljUy submit that the cited references are 
distingulshublo from tbc claimed invention and request reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejections, it is believed that all pending claims are now in condition for immediate allowance. 
Jt is requested thai the Examiner telephone the undersigned should the Examiner have any 
comments or suggestions in cirdei- to expedite examination ofthis case. 

Tt is not believed that extensions of time or fees for net addition of claims are required, 
beyond those that may otherwise be provided for m docuroenls accompanying this paper. 
However, in the event that additional extensions of time arc necessary to allow consideration of 
this paper, such extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 CFR § 1 .136(a). and any foe required 
therefore (including fees for net addition of claims) is hereby authorized to be charged lo Deposit 
Account No. 16-0605. 

^^^..x^^ectfully submitted, 
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